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Abstract This note amends the model of informational lobbying presented in Potters and
van Winden (Public Choice 74:269–292, 1992). In the original article, the authors find that
only separating and pooling equilibria exist when the cost of lobbying is intermediate and
the policymaker’s prior favors the interest group’s preferred policy. However, we prove that
a semi-separating equilibrium also exists under these conditions. Implications for lobbying
behavior are discussed.
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1 Introduction

In a notable paper, Potters and van Winden (1992) investigate the interaction between in-
terest groups and policymakers. The authors show that partially conflicting interests are
necessary but not sufficient for costly lobbying to occur. Potters and van Winden find that
only separating and pooling equilbria exist when the cost of lobbying is intermediate and the
policymaker’s prior favors the lobbyist’s preferred choice. However, we show that a partial
separating equilbrium also exists in this interesting case.

2 Model and notation

We first present the basic model and notation in Potters and van Winden (1992). There is
an interest group (F) with private information that the state of the world is Θ ∈ {θ1, θ2},
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Table 1 Payoffs to the lobbying
game (G,F) θ = θ1 θ = θ2

x = x1 (a1,0) (0,0)

x = x2 (0, b1) (a2, b2)

and a policymaker (G) responsible for choosing a policy X ∈ {x1, x2}. The payoffs to F and
G given X and Θ are shown in Table 1, with ai > 0 for i = 1,2. F and G have partially
conflicting interests if b1, b2 > 0 (or, similarly, b1, b2 < 0).

G has a prior p that θ = θ2. However, F may influence G’s policy choice either by sending
a message with fixed cost c, or by not sending a message and incurring no cost, which we
denote by actions m◦ and n respectively.1 In particular, F sends a message with probability ρi

when the state is θ = θi . After observing s ∈ {m◦, n}, G has posterior q(s) that θ = θ2. It then
chooses policy x2 with probability σ(s). Following the authors, we define α = a1/(a1 + a2).
The game’s solution concept is Perfect Bayesian Equilibrium (PBE), where beliefs satisfy
the intuitive criterion. Potters and van Winden call this a lobbying equilibrium (LE).

3 Correction

Proposition 3 of the original paper states that when G’s prior favors θ2 and the cost of lob-
bying is sufficiently low (c < b1 < b2), there are two pooling equilibria: either F sends a
message in both states of the world, or never does so. There is also a semi-separating equi-
librium in this low-cost case, where F never sends a message when θ = θ1 and sometimes
sends a message when θ = θ2. When the cost of lobbying is intermediate (b1 < c < b2),
Potters and van Winden claim that only a separating equilibrium and a pooling equilibrium
exist. However, we show that the semi-separating equilibrium from the low-cost case also
exists in the intermediate one.

Proposition 3 states that if p > α, multiple LEs exist when

(a) c < b1 < b2:

LE3: ρ1 = ρ2 = 0, σ (n) = 1, σ
(
m◦) = 1

LE4: ρ1 = 0, ρ2 = 1 − (1 − p)α

p(1 − α)
, σ (n) = 1 − c

b2
, σ

(
m◦) = 1

LE5: ρ1 = ρ2 = 1, σ (n) = 0, σ
(
m◦) = 1

(b) b1 < c < b2:

LE2: ρ1 = 0, ρ2 = 1, σ (n) = 0, σ (m◦) = 1

LE3

Our contribution is to show that case (b) is incomplete because LE4 also holds when
b1 < c < b2.

Proof Suppose p > α and b1 < c < b2. We construct a semi-separating PBE characterized
by ρ1 = 0, ρ2 ∈ (0,1), σ(m◦) = 1, and σ(n) ∈ (0,1). The intuitive criterion is satisfied by

1Potters and van Winden consider sending a message m ∈ M from a set of possible alternatives. However,
they show in Lemma 1 that in equilibrium only one type of message, denoted m◦ , is sent.
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partial separation since both m◦ and n are sent with positive probability. Consistency of
beliefs requires that q(m◦) = 1 and by Bayes’ rule

q(n) = (1 − ρ2)p

(1 − ρ2)p + (1 − ρ1)(1 − p)
= (1 − ρ2)p

(1 − ρ2)p + (1 − p)
.

When G receives a message, m◦, its expected payoff from choosing x2 is q(m◦)a2 = a2.
By contrast, G’s expected payoff from choosing x1 after a message is (1 − q(m◦))a1 = 0.
Since a2 > 0, G prefers x2 given m◦. Hence, σ(m◦) = 1.

By contrast, σ(n) ∈ (0,1) requires that when G does not receive a message, its expected
payoff from choosing x1 equals its expected payoff from x2. In other words a1(1 − q(n)) =
a2q(n), which becomes

a1(1 − p)

(1 − ρ2)p + (1 − p)
= a2(1 − ρ2)p

(1 − ρ2)p + (1 − p)
.

Solving for ρ2 gives

ρ2 = a2p + a1(p − 1)

a2p

= 1 − a1(1 − p)(1/(a1 + a2))

a2p(1/(a1 + a2))

= 1 − (1 − p)α

p(1 − α)
,

as in the description of LE4.
Sequential rationality for F given θ = θ2 is satisfied by a mixture ρ2 ∈ (0,1) if F’s ex-

pected payoff from m◦ is equal to its expected payoff from n:

σ
(
m◦)b2 − c = σ(n)b2.

Since σ(m◦) = 1, then σ(n) = 1 − c/b2 satisfies this condition. Sequential rationality for
F when θ = θ1 is satisfied by ρ1 = 0 if F’s expected utility from n is greater than its expected
utility from m◦:

σ(n)b1 > σ
(
m◦)b1 − c.

This condition simplifies to b1/b2 < 1, which holds in case (b) of Proposition 3 since
b2 > b1. Thus, we have proven that there is a partial pooling equilibrium characterized by
ρ1 = 0, ρ2 = 1 − (1 − p)α/p(1 − α), σ(m◦) = 1, and σ(n) = 1 − c/b2 given p > α and
b1 < c < b2. The existence of LE4 under case (b) of Proposition 3 is established. �

4 Discussion

Our result demonstrates that the amount of information disclosed by interest groups depends
on both the cost of lobbying and policymakers’ prior beliefs about the world. When policy-
makers oppose an interest group’s preferred policy a priori, increasing the cost of lobbying
improves the information available to policymakers in equilibrium. Partial separation in the
low-cost case becomes full separation when the cost is intermediate.2 On the other hand,

2See Proposition 2 of the original article. When p < α and c < b1 < b2, the unique equilibrium (LE1) is
semi-separating. However, when b1 < c < b2, the unique equilibrium (LE2) is fully separating.
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if the policymaker’s prior favors the interest group’s preferred outcome, raising the cost of
lobbying does not necessarily increase the scope of information transmission because partial
separation persists as an equilibrium. The model predicts that interest groups should always
send costly signals only when doing so is the sole means of achieving their desired outcome;
otherwise, incentives exist to sometimes withhold information from policymakers.
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